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BEST AVAIUBLE COPY 

REMARKS 

The Office Action required affinnation of the provisional election of claims 1-25 
and 28-36. The Office Action objected to the title and objected to claims 16-17. Claims 
1-25, 28-36 were rejected under 35 U.S.C, 103(a) as unpatentable over US 20040054662 
(hereinajfter Work) in view of US 6980984 (hereinafter Huff). 
Election og Claims 1>25 and 28-36 

Applicants hereby affimi the election of claims 1-25 and 28-36. 



Objection to the Specification 

Apphcants have amended the title and claims 16-17. Withdrawal of the 
objections to fhe title and claims is requested. 



The Section 103 Rejection 

Claims 1-25, 28-36 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as unpatentable over 

Work in view of Huff, The OfELce Action noted that, as for claims 1 and 25: 

. . .Work discloses: augmenting the system's production rules based on a 
search strategy (See paragraph 0022 note user can specify whether or not to use 
the dictionary or thesaurus which in tum specify dififerent search databases ot 
engines). 

Work differs from the claimed invention in that the disclosure of 
dynamically determining at run-time the selection or order of said resources 
accordii^ to the production rules along with the augmented production rules is a 
little convoluted Huff however more explicitiy states dynamically determining at 
run-time the selection or order of said resources according to the production rules 
along with the augmented production rules (See column 20 luies 29-39 note that 
the delimiters are used to map concepts which are used in tum to select queries, 
attributes to be ordered based on he context of the query (See oolimm 19 lines 28- 
33)). It would have been obvious to an artisan of ordinary skill in tiie pertinent art 
to have incorporated the teaching of Huffs into the system of Work's. The 
modification would have been obvious because many time users must cross 
reference multiple online sources and databases, and user feel dififerentiy about 
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file reliability of each one. Allowing users to select different resources will lead to 
0007r ^^^^ paragraph 

Work relates to a method of data retrieval and presentation over a network that 
can include, responsive to an inquiry, querying at least one search engine in the network 
as specified by configuration attributes and the inquiry. References fiom the query can be 
received from the at least one search engine. The references can be processed according 
to research rules and a research model can be generated from the processed references. 
Paragraph 22 stated: 

^022] The various data stores 1 15-130 specify configuration attributes which can 
tw usea to process received inquiries as well as received query results The 
confi^jration attributes can include pre-configured data as well as user configured 
data. For examplt, the dictionary data store 1 15 can include predefined terms for 
a vanety of standardized subject domains. Still, a user can add. remove, ond/or 
edit terms as may be required according to the particulor domains corresponding 
to search or research needs of the inquiring individual or organization. Thus the 
dictionary data store 115 can include terminology and definitions specifying 
related terms and/or domains. The thesaurus data store 120 can include synonyms 
lor vanous search terms or dictionary defined terms as well as other vaiiants as 
may be dctcmimed by a user with reference to the particular domain to be 
searched. Notably, the dictionary and thesaurus data stores 1 1 5 and 120 can 
specify designated search engines 135. For example, the various entries within the 
dictionary data store 115 and Ihe thesanrus data store 120 can specify or cross- 
reference search engines 135 to be used when searching for a term specified by 
tte entry. The specified search engine can be more suited to the domain to which 
the entry is associated. 

Work shows a system with conventional rules. This is similar to the prior art 
described in the application. As noted in die instant specification. Figure IC "shows 
another conventional system that uses resource selection. In this system RES I decides 
whether to run RES2 or RES3 next. However the decision is hard-coded and although 
this system may appear to have a behavior similar to a strategy, it is not since the rules 
are defined in advance. Similarly, in another conventional hard-coded search system, an 
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Option decides if the second step is RES2 or RES3, Even though an option decides the 
selection of RES2 or RES3, this is not strategic searching since the behavior is defined in 
advance. Although the particular selection of resources might change based on if a 
condition is true or &lse, the rules are fixed in advance." Specification at page 6, lines 
20-28. 

In contrast, in one embodiment of the instant invention, the system of Fig. ID 
changes the fixed behavior of the system of Fig. IB into a strategic-based system by 
adding an extra input ^^search strategy," which can modify^ the default selection policy 
during run-time. The strategy might modify a small part, such a$ switching resources 
such as search modules RES2 14 and RES3 16 so that if a particular condition is £d$e» 
the system dynanalcally makes the dtscision runRES2' 24 ahead of RES3* 26, for 
example. The unaltered parts remain the same - i.e. running RESl first, choosing 
between RBS2 and RES3, running the selected resource RES2 or RES3, then running 
RliS4, tor example. Although the sequence of executed resources shown in Fig. 1 D 
happens to be identical to the default sequence, RES3 can be run ahead of RES2 based on 
the condition, for example. The search strategy, among other things might introduce new 
conditions not previously specified by the default rules. In Fig. 1 D, information is 
searched in accordance with a specified strategy for a search system haviij^ a plurality of 
resources and production rules for using, ordering and/or manipulating those resources. 
Based on the strategy provided to the search system, the search system augments its 
production rules and dynamically detemunes at nm-time the selection or order of said 
resources according to said production rules along with the augmented production rules. 
Work simply fails to show a search system that augments its production rules and 
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dynamically determines at run-time the selection or order of said resources according to 
said production rules along with the augmented production rules. Hence Work cannot 
render claim 1 obvious. 

The Office Action relied on Huffman as showing the dynamically deteraiining at 
run-the the selection or order of the resources according to the production rules. 
Applicants respectfully traverse the comparison with Huffinan. 

Huf&nan is similar to the prior art shown in Fig. 1 C as discussed above. 
Huffman's decision is hard-coded Although this system may appear to have a behavior 
similar to a strategy. Huffinan fails to show the claimed strategy since the rules are 
defined in advance. As discussed previous, embodiments of the instant invention can 
modify the de&ult selection policy during run-time. For example, the strategy might 
modify a small part, such as switching resources so that if a particular condition is false, 
the system dynamically makes the decision run one resource ahead of another, for 
example. 

Huffman shows structured data attributes that are auto-mapped to a set of ordered 
concepts in a partially ordered taxonomy of a knowledge map representing a 
multidimensional organization of such concepts. A structured data attribute and/or an 
ordered concept is used to control the dialog, constrain a user's search^ or order and 
present search results, either alone, or in combination with nonstructured (e.g., textual) 
data and/or one or more concepts that is not ordered using a structured data parameter. 
Huffman integrates the structured data before any user provider session or upon initiation 
of a user provider session and then is auto-mapped as follows in Huffinan* s Col. 20, lines 
23-56: 



12 

PAGE12/20*RCVDATfi20i2006 6:21:04 PM [Eastern [^^^^ 



06/20/06 TUB 15:24' FAX 4085281490 



Tran 



I11013 



Integration of structured data into content provider system 100 (e.g., to be 
associated wdth a user 105, a document or other knowledge container 201, or an 
instance of dialog during a user-provider session) may be accomplished in a 
number of different ways. In one example, structured data is uploaded into 
content provider system 100 in bulk before any user-^provider session is initiated. 
In an alternative example, structured data is obtained dynamically upon initiation 
of a user-provider interaction session, or at a particular point therein, and then 
auto-mapped into one or more portions of ordered taxonomies. 

The Huffinan structured data is generated before the search or at a user session. 

However, the structured data of Huffinan cannot correspond to the claimed augmenting 

the system's production rules based on a search strategy and dynamically determining at 

run-time the selection or order of said resources according to the production rules along 

with the augmented production rules. While Uuf&nan shows obtaining structured data 

dynamically, such dynamically obtained structured data does not correspond to the 

determining at run time the selection or order of the resources (such as search engines, for 

example) according to the production rules along with the augmented production rules. 

Hence» Huffinan fails to show dynamically determining at run time the selection or order 

of search resources. 

In sum, neither Work nor Huffman^ singly or in combination, can render claims 1 
and 25, as well as those dependent therefiram calim 1 obvious. Further, Work and 
Huffman fail to show the specific recited element(s) recited in the dependent claims 1 and 
25 as shov^ below. 

Turning now to dependent claim 2, paragraph 0022 completely fails to show 
placing additional constraints on the production rules at run-time. Specific discussion of 
this aspect should be provided or the rejection shoxdd be withdrawn. As for claim 3, 
Applicants fail to fin in paragraph 0024 the discussion on "engines can be turned off or 
not search," Additionally, this does not equate to nullifying one or more of the 
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production rules at nm-tmie. As for claim 4, paragraph 0022 mentions that *'[t]he 
configuration attributes can include pre-configured data as well as user configured data." 
However, the pre-configured and user configured data are formed before run time and 
thus Work is completely different fix)m the claimed specifying the search strategy during 
run-time. 

As for claim 5-9, Huffman fails to disclose the claimed search strategy as 
discussed above in response to the rejection of claim! . 

As for claim 10 Work fails to disclose the search strategy as applied to one of 
query processing resource, result processing resource and data resource. 

As for claim 1 1 paragraph 0022 and paragraph 0028 of Work fails to disclose the 
search strategy and fiuther fails to disclose dynamic deterniiiiing is controlled in 
accordance with the search strategy and a system state. 

As for claim 12, nowhere in Work does it disclose the system state comprises a 
query. Paragraph 0028 is simply irrelevant to the elements recited in claim 12. 

As for claim 13. Work simply fails to show the system state with one or more 
messages passed among the resources. Work paragraphs 0029 simply mentions that ''the 
research engine can generate and send queries based upon the initial inquiry'' and 
paragraph 0030 states "[f]or example, from each of the target search engines, the research 
eugine can receive a listing of references in response to the queries provided". 

As for claim 14*17, Work's paragraphs 0029 shows that the research engine can 
generate and send queries based upon the initial Inquiry. However, Woric fails to show 
the search strategy and further fails to teach the claimed '"modifying a query message 
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received from one of the resources during one of said search passes for xise in a 
subsequent pass". 

As to claim 1 5, paragraph 26 of Work teaches that the research engine can 
deteimine whether a relevant research model exists. However, Work fails to show the 
modifying the query message and the adding, deleting or changing of one or more keys in 
the query message. 

As for claim 16, Work mentions recursive searching in paragraph 0029. However, 
Work fails to show the modifying the query message and further fails to disclose the 
modifying a data request received from one of the resources during one of said search 
passes for use in a subsequent pass. 

As for claim 17, paragraph 26 of Work teaches that the research engine can 
determine whether a relevant research model exists. However, Work fails to show the 
modifying the query message and the assigning deleting or changing of one or more keys 
in the query message. 

As for claim 18-19, Work's paragr^hs 0038 and 0039 relates to summarizing 
information discovered as a result of the inquiry from a research model and to identify 
patterns within the research model. However, Work fails to show claim 1 8's adding a 
data request directed at one of the resources over a route and altering liie route during one 
of said search passes for use in a subsequent pass. Further, Work fails to disclose claim 
19's directing a query message at one of the resources over a route and altering the route 
during one of said search passes for use in a subsequent pass. 

As for clainj 20, Work paragraph 35 teaches that key relationships can be 
determined and within the research rules data store, the research rules can specify varioiis 
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word relationships for which the research engine can search in the extracted text. 
However, Work does not disclose the claimed specifics of locally routing a message 
received from one of the resources duiing one of said search passes for use in a 

I subsequent pass. 

As for claim 22, Work's paragr^h 0039 mentions that the research engine can 

. apply the research rules to the research model and formulate additional sub-queries to 

provide the target search engines and that the sub-queries can specify new combinations 
of search temis such as domain t^s, domain subtypes^ and attributes as determined 

i from the research rules and the relational graph. However, Work fails to disclose the 

claimed answering or genexating one or more control messages received from one of the 
resources during one of said passes for use in a subsequent pass. 

As for claim 23, Work's pamgraph 40 discloses that the execution of exemplary 
pattern rules can generate sub-queries and the results of the sub-queries can be 

; incorporated into the existing research model. However, this does not show the claimed 

updating a next pass condition received from one of the resources during one of said 
search passes for use in a subsequent pass. 

As for claim 24, paragraph 0037 shows that the word and/or text associations 
identified within relevant text passages can be recursively identified within nevrfy 
detemuned search results and recursively submitted to the various search engines to 
progressively acquire additional information. However, Work does not show optimizing 
a search result given the strategy and the production rules. In fact, the word "optimizing" 
is not used anywhere in Work. 

j 
i 

i 
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Applicants talce this opportunity to reiterate the requirement for 2^ prima facie case 

ofobviousncss is helpful. Per MPEP 706.02(j): Contents of a 35 U.S,C. 103 Rejection 

To establish a prima facie case of obviousness, three basic criteria 
must be met. First, there must be some siiggestion or motivation, either 
in the references themselves or in the knowledge generally available to 
one of ordinary skill in the art, to modify the reference or to combine 
reference teachings. Second, there must be a reasonable expectation of 
success. Finally, the prior art reference (or references when combined) 
must teach or suggest all the claim limitations. The teaching or 
suggestion to make the claimed combination and the reasonable 
expectation of success must both be foimd in the prior art and not based 
on applicant's disclosure. In re Vaeck, 947 F.2d 488, 20 USPQ2d 1438 
(Fed Cir. 1991). See MPEP Section 2143 - Section 2143,03 for 
decisions pertinent to each of these criteria. 

The initial burden is on the examiner to provide some suggestion of the 
desirability of doing i^at the inventor has done. '*To support the 
conclusion that the claimed invention is dlicclDd to obvious subject 
matter, either the references must expressly or impliedly suggest the 
claimed invention or the examiner must present a convincing line of 
T^asoning as to why the artisan would have found the claimed invention 
to have been obvious in light of the teachings of the references." Ex 
parte Clapp, 227 USPQ 972, 973 (Bd. Pat. App. & Inter. 1985). See 
MPEP Section 2144- Section 2144.09for examples of reasoning 
supporting obviousness rejections. 

Here, the dependent claims are allowable because they recite features not shown 
in tlie referenues. Here, since Work fails to Show the augmenting the system's production 
rules based on a search strategy; and dynamically determining at run-time the selection or 
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order of said resources according to the production rules along with the augmented 
production rules, Work cannot render the independent claims 1 and 25 obvious. Further, 
tfie claims are allowable since they include a number of elements that are completely 
missing from the cited reference. 

Appellant points out that the Examiner bears the initial burden of factually 
establishing and supporting any prima facie conclusion of obviousness. In re Rinehartj 
189 U.S.P.Q. 143 (CCPA 1976); M.P.E.P. § 2142- If the Examiner docs not produce a 
prima facie case, the Applicant is under no obligation to submit evidence of 
nonobviousness. Id In the instant case» the Examiner has not pointed to any evidence in 
Work, or how knowledge of those skilled in the art, provide a suggestion or motivation to 
modify the reference teaching so as to produce the claimed invention. See In re Zurko^ 
59 U.S.P.Q.2d 1693 (Fed. Cir. 2001) ([Qn a determination of patentability .... the Board 
cannot simply reach conclusions based on its understanding or experience - or on its 
assessment of what would be basic knowledge or common sense. Rather, the Board must 
point to some concrete evidence in the record in support of these findings). 

Under Vaeck, absent any evidence of a cited suggestion or reasonable motivation 
in the Wolf reference, or knowledge of those skilled in the art, for arriving at augmenting 
(he system's prodxiction rules based on a search strategy; and dynamically determining at 
run-time the selection or order of said resources according to the production rules along 
with the augmented production rules. Hmc^, prima faciei obviousness of claims 1 cannot 
be established As such, it is respectfully requested that the § 103(a) rejection of 
independent claim land those dependent there£rom be withdrawn and the claims be 
allowed. 
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CONCLUSION 

Applicants respectJEiilly submit that all claims are in condition for 
allowance. Withdrawal of the rejection i$ respectfully requested. 

If for any reason the Examiner believes that a telephone conference would 
in any way expedite prosecution of the subject application, the Examiner is invited to 
telephone the imdersigned. 



Respectfully submitted, 




Reg. 37,955 
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Notice of Non-Compliant 
Amendment (37 CFR 1.121) 



AppllCSLgiOn NO. 


Applfcant(s) 


E»Aniner / 


Art Unit 

nwrf^RonHGnce ad 


dress 



- TheMAlUNG DATE of this communica^on i 

The amendment document filed on is considered non^ompiiant "^^^^ 

requirements of 37 CFR 1 ,121 or 14. In order for the antendment document to be compliant correction of the following 
itBm(s) is required. 

THE FOLLOWING MARKED (X) ITEM{S) CAUSE THE AMENDMENT DOCUMENT TO BE NON-COMPLIANT: 

□ 1 . Amendments to the specification: 

□ A. Amended paTagraph(s) do not include markings. 

□ B. New paragraph(5) shouid not be undefined. 

□ cottier , 

[~[ 2 Abstract 

□ A. Not presented on a separate sheet 37 CFR 1.72. 

□ Other ^ 

iTAfnFnWents'fdlhe^ " • ' ' ' ' ~ ~~ " " 

□ A, The drawings are not properly Identified in the top margin ae 'Replacement Sheet, New Sheet or 
"Annotated Sheet^ ae required by 37 CFR 1.121(d). . ^ . 

□ B The practice of submitting proposed drawing correction has been eliminated. Replacement drawings 
showing amended figures, without marldngs. in compliance with 37 CFR 1.84 are required. 

□ C. Other ^ 

. Amendments to the claims: 

n A. A complete listing of all of the claims is not present 

□ B, The listing of claims does not include the text of all pending claims (including withdrawn dalms) 
n C Each claim has not been provided with the proper status Identifier, and as such, the Individual status 

■ of each claim cannot be Identified- Note: the status of every claim must be Indicated after its claim 
number by using one of the following status identifiers: (Original). (Currently amended), (Canoeled). 
(Previously presented), (New), (Not entered), (Withdrawn) and (Wrthdrawn-currently amended). 
The claims of this amendment paper have not been presented in ascending numerical order. 
_ Other. ^/ 

□ a.'rhe amendment is unsigned or not signed In accor^nce with 37 CFR 1 .4. 

For further e^^planation of the amendment fbnnat required by 37 CFR 1.121. see MPEP § 714 and the USPTO website at 
tittD://www.usptn nnv/web/offices/Dac/dao D/oDla/preQgnoUce/officefiver.pdf . 
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TIME PERIODS FOR FILING A REPI-Y TO THIS NOTICE: 

Applicant is given no new time period If the non-compliant amendment Is an after-final anrwndment or anamendment 
filed after allowance. If applicant wishes to resubmit the^^o^«»mprl^^t after-finai amendment witti correction*, the 
entire corrected amendment must be resubmitted within the time period set forth in the final omce action. 
Applicant is given one month, or thirty (30) days, whichever is longer, from the mail date of thfe notice to supp^the 
corrected section of the non-compliant amendment In compliance with 37 CFR 1.121 or 1.4. if the non-compliant 
amendment is one of the following: a preliminary amendment, a non-final amendment (including a submission tor a 
request for continued examination (RCE) under 37 CFR 1.1 14). a supplemental amendment filed within a suspension 
period under 37 CFR 1.1 03(a) or (c). and an amendment filed in response to a Qwayte action. 

grtansionsoftlme are available under 37 CFR 1 .1 36(a) onl^ if the non-compliant amendment Is a non-final 
amendment or an amendment filed in response to a Quayle action. 

Failure to timelv respond to this notice will result In: . . 

Abandonment of ttie application if the non-compliant amendment Is a non-final amendment or an amendment 
filed in r^onse to a QwayfAactionwor ^ » . ^^^t^, 

Non-entiy^the amerlsia)enn{ tha^n-compllant amendment is a preliminar/ amendment or suppieroeniai 




PAa2l»'im«TniHI:21Mm|Eastinilla)i#1M'$^ 



This Page is Inserted by IFW Indexing and Scanning 
Operations and is not part of the Official Record 



Defective images within this document are accurate representations of the original 
documents submitted by the apphcant. 

Defects in the images include but are not limited to the items checked: 



LI FADED TEXT OR DRAWING 

□ BLURRED OR ILLEGIBLE TEXT OR DRAWING 

□ SKEWED/SLANTED IMAGES 

□ COLOR OR BLACK AND WHITE PHOTOGRAPHS 

□ GRAY SCALE DOCUMENTS 

□ LINES OR MARKS ON ORIGINAL DOCUMENT 

□ R£FERENCE(S) OR EXHIBIT(S) SUBMITTED ARE POOR QUALITY 

□ OTHER: ', ' 

IMAGES ARE BEST AVAILABLE COPY. 
As rescanning these documents will not correct the image 
problems checked, please do not report these problems to 
the IFW Image Problem Mailbox. 



BEST AVAILABLE IMAGES 




BLACK BORDERS 



□ IMAGE CUT OFF AT TOP, BOTTOM OR SIDES 




